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Form Name Question | Answer
Flange gasket maintenance and Flange gaskets are compatible and
failures: properly maintained; similar flanges did
not cause failures in the past
Flanges or flange gaskets present
potential for failure; similar flanges
experienced failures in the past
Comment:
Stopple Number of stopples or buried flange
connections:
Flange ANSI rating:
Flange gasket maintenance and Flange gaskets are compatible and
failures: properly maintained; similar flanges did
not cause failures in the past
Flanges or flange gaskets present
potential for failure; similar flanges
experienced failures in the past
No Flanges
Comment:
Dense Densely populated residential area,
Residential hospital, school, or other area where
Areas people congregate, even if already in
HPA or OPA? (check if yes)
Describe area:
National National Parks, National Wildlife
Ecological Refuges, National Wilderness Areas,
Resources National Forests, and other cultural
resources and sensitive environmental
resources, other than USAs? (check if
yes) ...
Describe area:
Water Shore/intertidal areas, shallow waters,
Resources marshes, wellands, fish hatcheries,
lakes, rivers, or drinking water intakes,
other than ECO/DW USAs? (check if
yes)
Describe area:
Farms and Special farms and high-value
Agricultural agricultural lands? (check if yes)
Lands Describe area:
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ATTACHMENT IIT - DATA ELEMENTS FOR PIPELINE INTEGRITY
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The following information should be collected (as available) for all pipeline assets that are being
added to the Integrity Management Program:

Pipeline Attribute Data

Pipe Length

Engineering Stationing

Pipe wall thickness

Diameter

Seam type and joint factor

Manufacturer (if known)

Manufacturing date (if known)

Associated Equipment (valves, pumps, meters, sumps, etc.)

Construction Data

Year of installation

Coating type

Bending method

Depth of cover

Number of crossings/casings
Pressure test (original)

Field coating methods

Soil, backfill

Inspection reports

Cathodic protection installed
Joining method, process, and inspection results

Operational Data

Product type and quality
Internal/external corrosion monitoring
Flow rate

Maximum operating pressure (MOP)
Normal opcrating pressure (NOP)
System design pressure

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
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Operating stress level (% SMYS)

CP (Cathodic Protection) system performance
Pressure fluctuations (cycles)

Leak detection

Monitoring and control

Use of SCADA

Cleaning pigs

Repair history

Inspection Data

Pressure tests

In-line inspections

Bell hole inspections (exposed pipe reports)
CP inspections (CIS)

Coating condition and inspections (DCVG)
Casing monitoring

Right-of-way inspections

Encroachments

Span inspections

Underwater crossing inspections

MIC detected (yes, no, or unknown)

SCC detected (yes, no, or unknown)
Audits and internal reviews

Incident and Failure History

Number of reportable leaks/failures

Third party damage (excavation) incident history
Vandalism

Operational errors or incidents (reportable under § 195.55)

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
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1 PURPOSE
1.1 The purpose of this document is to describe the standardized process in the
Integrity Management Program for analyzing risks and threats to pipeline
facilities (specifically for those without breakout tanks) and determining the
consequences of a potential release in any High Consequence Areas (HCA)
impacted by those facilities. Associated preventive and mitigative measures will
also be identified, evaluated and implemented, as appropriate.
2  SCOPE
2.1 This procedure applies to all liquid pipeline facilities without breakout tanks
owned by CITGO Pipeline Company or operated by CITGO Pipeline Company
that could affect an HCA.
2.2 This review process will be implemented every five years for each facility

without tanks in coordination with pipeline general assessments.

3 RELATED DOCUMENTS

3.1

3.2

3.3

34

3.5

IMP-PL0001 Integrity Management Plan for DOT Part
195 and Texas Rule 8.101

IMP-PL0O004 Risk Segment Identification Procedure

IMP-PLO008 Facilities (With Breakout Tanks) Risk Assessment
Procedure

TMP-PR0013 Threat Tdentification and Risk Assessment
Procedure

API353 Managing the Risk of Liquid Petroleum Releases

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server, It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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36 API1160 Managing System Integrity for Hazardous
Liquid Pipelines
3.7 EPP-0001.0 EWR Procedure

4 DEFINITIONS

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

EWR - Engineering Work Request

Facility — Any aboveground area of land containing one or more pieces of
equipment such as; meters or meter provers, pumps, piping manifolds, or
breakout tanks connected to a regulated pipeline. A valve, a tie-in location with
valves, or a scraper trap on the ROW does not constitute a Facility.

High Consequence Area (HCA) — As defined by the Department of
Transportation Section 195.450 and includes “Commercially Navigable
Waterways,” “High Population Areas,” “Other Population Areas,” and
“Unusually Sensitive Areas” (USA).

Pipeline Risk Segment — A portion of a Pipeline Section that intersects an HCA or
could affect a HCA by any of the following methods: (1) Direct intersection with
an HCA or NHD stream, (2) Y4 mile buffer around an HCA for hazardous liquid
lines, (3) 5 mile buffer around an HCA for highly volatile liquid lines, or (4) Land
or water transport of a release to an HCA or NHD stream. A Pipeline Section
may have multiple risk segments.

Pipeline Section — Pre-defined portion of a pipeline that can be internally
inspected, from launching device to receiving device (piggable section), or a
portion of a pipeline that can be hydro-tested.

Pipeline System — A “System” is a portion of CITGO’s overall pipeline
operations, separate in terms of service to different geographical areas and
defined as Lakemont Pipeline System, West Shore Pipeline System, CASA
Pipeline System, and Gulf Coast Pipeline System.

Risk Assessment — Systematic process identifying the potential hazards presented
during facility operation and likelihood and consequences (or impacts) of
incidents. Elements include:

o Identifying potential events or conditions that could threaten system integrity.

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server, It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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¢ Evaluating likelihood of failure and consequences.

¢ Ranking risk and identifying specific threats that influence or drive the risk.

e ldentifying prevention and mitigation options.

5 RESPONSIBILITIES AND TRAINING

5.1 The Pipeline Integrity Manager and/or the Integrity Engineer is responsible for
overseeing Facility Risk Assessment analyses and are trained to understand and
apply the directions in this procedure.

5.2 The Integrity Engineer and the Area Supervisor are responsible for ensuring that
the preventive and mitigative measures analysis is properly analyzed and

documented.

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server. It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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6 PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM
FACILITY RISK ASSESSMENT

IDENTIFY FACILITIES THAT COULD IDENTIFY AND EVALUATE EXISTING P&M
AFFECT AN HCA MEASURES TO DETERMINE IF
e APPRQPRIATE AND EFFECTIVE FOR
¢ SIGNIFICANT THREATS AND REDUCING
- CONSEQUENCES OF A RELEASE

REVIEW AND INTEGRATE DATA

— B

—P&M MEASURES SUFFICIENT FOR™._ YES
IDENTIFY THREATS TO EACH FACILITY <““‘-._ FACILITIES? ,/'
,/
— [
IDENTIFY POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES OF -

RELEASE FOR EACH FACILITY IDENTIFY AND EVALUATE ADDITIONAL P&M
i MEASURES

]
'—% EVALUATE RISK FOR EACH FACILITY
|

v — ~.. YES
/
" IMPLEMENT P&M MEASURES ™
VALIDATE RESULTS S~ WITHOUT ADDITIONAL APPROVALS?.
— S
- \""‘-\-\. //
S S~
e I NO
,// "‘““-uh____h
NO /’_/’ - YES e e em——
< RESULTS VALID? T GENERATE EWR FOR EACH REMAINING
\H‘\ P CANDIDATE P&M MEASURE
Hﬂ“““—-ﬁ./"'/ |

i

DOCUMENT DISPOSITION OF ALL
P&M EWRS AND RESULTS OF
ANALYSIS PERFORMED IN MAKING J
DETERMINATION OF THE FINAL _

DISPOSITION
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7  PROCEDURE
Note: For the purposes of this procedure, the term Facility or Facilities, unless
otherwise stated, is referring to those locations without breakout tanks.

7.1 Identify Facilities that Could Affect an HCA

7.1.1  The Integrity Manager is responsible for updating the list of Facilities on
CITGO owned and operated pipelines and are identified as:
o (CASA System (Texas):
Nueces Station
Refugio Station
Victoria Delivery
Victoria Station
Yoakum Station
Luling Station
San Antonio Delivery

0O 0 0 0C OO0

o  Gulf Coast System:
o Mont Belvieu Station (Texas)
o Lakemont Pecan Grove Facility (Louisiana)

e West Shore System:

o Hammond
Blue Island Station
Bell
Romeo
Busse
Lindenhurst
Mitchell Field
Elkhart Lake
Green Bay
Fox River
East Chicago Station
Canal Junction
Bensenville
Hampshire
Des Plaines
Rockford Airport Delivery
Rockford

00000 0C0OC 0000 0OC o o
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7.1.2

Madison
O’Hare Delivery
Lemont

Argo

Harlem

o 0O C 0 O

In addition to updating the Facility List, the Integrity Manager oversees
the documentation of the following additional considerations for each
facility:

Proximity to HCAs

Potential release volumes and release points and pathways - Release
volumes and points at the above Facilities are handled as standard
pipeline release volumes and pipeline release point spacing as
described in IMP-PR0004, “Risk Segment Identification Procedure.”
See explanation of release point spacing and volume considerations
(Para. 6.4.2.5). See also IMP-PL0001, Paragraph 6.6.1.4 and 6.6.1.5.
Pathways are also analyzed as part of overland spread from a
pipeline point release.

7.2  Review and Integrate Data

7.2.1

The Area Supervisor gathers facility data in preparation for evaluating
potential risks to pipeline facilities. Reviews are done in conjunction
with pipeline integrity testing. See API 1160 Section 12 for more details
about the following data types:

Incident History

Design Data

Corrosion Data

Security Information

Information About the Physical Environment of the Facility
Population or Environmental Concerns Near the Facility (HCAs)
Information about the Operating Characteristics of the Facility
Emergency Response Equipment and Capabilities

7.3 Identify Threats to Each Facility

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server. It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.







Pipeline Integrity
CITGO Management Plan
Pipeline Company _
FACILITIES WITHOUT

BREAKOUT TANKS RISK
ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE CITGO

Doc #: IMP-PR0O017 Revision: 0 Page 13 of 19

¢ (as sensors to detect combustible vapors

o Integrity Testing (leak test/standup test, Inline pig
inspection, hydrostatic test, pneumatic test, tracer
chemicals)

7.9.2.5 Emergency Response Capability: Potential mitigative actions
to improve emergency response capabilities to reduce the
consequences of releases include:
e On-site spill containment equipment and material
e Pre-determined product containment recovery sites
e Participation in joint response groups
e Emergency response training including participation in

periodic emergency drills

7.9.2.6 Facility Design Considerations: When new facilities are
constructed or modifications to existing facilities are made,
improved design features are incorporated or considered
such as:
* Make piping accessible for inspection by limiting the
amount of buried piping.
e Avoid buried flanged or threaded connections.
Avoid low flow and dead legs.
Minimize the number of small taps which are subject to
damage.
» Route surface drainage through underflow retention
ponds.

7.9.2.7 Routine Operating Procedures (O&M Procedures): A review
and root cause analysis of any incidents may reveal the necd
for changes to the O&M procedures.

7.10  Implement P&M Measures Without Additional Approvals?

7.10.1 If yes, the P&M measure 1s implemented locally without further
approval, then the facility manager secures the necessary resources for
the new P&M measure and proceeds with implementation. Add new re-
occurring P&M measures to IMP-FMO00135, List of Existing P&M
Measures-Facilities. Track any 1-time P&M measures using IMPACT
system.

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server. It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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7.10.2

If no, the preventive and mitigative measure needs additional approvals,
continue to the next step to generate an Engineering Work Request.

7.11  Generate EWR for each Remaining Candidate P&M Measure

7.01.1

7.11.2

The Area Supervisor responsible for each facility generates an
Engineering Work Request (EWR) for each candidate Facility P&M
improvement measure that needs additional study and approval.

The Area Supervisor submits the EWR for approval and entry into the
EWR process, as described in EPP-0001.0, EWR Procedure.

7.12  Document Disposition of all P&M EWR’s

7.12.1

8 RECORDS

Document the disposition of all P&M Engineering Work Requests using
IMPACT system

8.1 IMP-FMO0015 List of Existing P&M Measures-Facilities

82  P&M Engineering Work Requests for Facilities

83  IMP-FMO0008 Facility Risk Evaluation, Facilities Without Breakout Tanks

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server. Itis the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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FACILITY RISK EVALUATION
Facilities without Breakout Tanks

Name of Facility:

Date of Report:

Contributors to Report:

Pipeline Identification
Number(s)

1 Size:
2: Size:
3: Size:

HCA IMPACTS:

A release can impact
what HCAs? (check all
that apply)

[| High Population
[_] Other Population
[]CNW

] Drinking Water

[ ] Ecological Area

RELEASES:
Has there been areleasein | [] Yes [ ] No
the past 10 years?
If there was a release(s), 1:
when did it (they) take place: | 2:
3:
Cause of Release -(please Incident #1 Incident #2 Incident #3

check appropriate box(s)

[IExt, Corrosion

O Int. Corrosion
] Microbial

[ Manufact. Def.

[] welding Defect

[ Fabrication Def.

] Equipment

[[] 3rd Party

[] Incorrect

Operations

[J Weather/Forces

[] Other:

[JExt, Corrosion

[] Int. Corrosion
1 Microbial

[] Manufact. Def.

[ Welding Defect

[ Fabrication Def.

O Equipment

[ 3rd Party

] Incorrect

Operations

(] Weather/Forces

[] Other:

[CIExt, Corrosion

[ Int. Corrosion
[] Microbial

[] Manufact. Def.

[] Welding Defect

[ Fabrication Def.

[ Equipment

[] 3rd Party

[ Incorrect

Operations

[] Weather/Forces

[] Other:

Add explanation for
release(s)if more details are
known:

Additional Information:
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FACILITY INFORMATION:

Leak Detection

Hydrocarbon sensing cables/devices: [ ] Yes, ] No, Comments:

Capabilities Gas Sensors to detect combustible vapors: [] Yes, [] No, Comments:
Other Leak Detection Devices:
Integrity Testing: [[] Inline Pig Inspection, [] Hydrostatic Test,
] Pneumatic Test, [ ] Other, Comments:

Security Lighting: [] Adequate [ ] Inadequate [ ] Other

Entrance Security: [ ] Adequate [ ] Inadequate [ | Other

Surveillance: How often

Physical Environment

Consequence Areas?

[ Liquids, [[] Gasses, Comments

Subject to Weather Impacts: [] Flooding, [ ] Earthquakes, [_]
Tornadoes, [] Hurricanes, [] Lightning

Population or Environmental concerns adjacent to Facility;

Does the terrain surrounding the Facility act as a conduit to High

Are there drainage systems and streams near the Facility acting as a
conduit to High Consequence Areas?
Product Characteristics: Products received/shipped at Facility:

Dead Legs/Low Flow

1 None Exist [_] One or more exists

Segments
An on-site visual inspection included the following observations:
Any evidence of notable External Corrosion on piping, [ Yes, [_] No,
supports or equipment? Comments
Any evidence notable Internal Corresion found on piping or ] Yes, L1 No,
equipment? Comments
Any Manufacturing defects found on fittings, [ Yes, [] No,
casings/castings, elastomers? Comments
Any Welding/Fabrication Defects noted? L] Yes, [] No,
Comments
Any Equipment failures discovered [] Yes, [] No,
Comments

Any damages discovered as a result of Third Party
activities?

O Does Not Apply, [] Traffic
damage, (] Vandalism, Other:

Have Incorrect Operations impacted the Facility since the L ]Yes, []No,
last survey? Comments
Any obvious leaks or indications of a leak such as stains 1 Yes, [ No,
around valves or flanges or stained soil or gravel? Comments
Any leaks at tubing connections or corrosion of piping or (] Yes, [] No,
auxiliary piping? Comments
Any evidence of excessive vibration of pipe or auxiliary [1Yes, []No,
piping that could result in fatigue related failures? Comments
Any sign of sump overflows? ] Yes, ] No,
Comments
Any loose connections of threaded or flanged fittings 1 yes, 1 No,

noticed?

Comments
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Any evidence of product sheens found? [1 Yes, [] No, Comments

Any damage found to security fencing, signs of vandalism or | [] Yes, [_] No, Comments
unauthorized access?

Any evidence of noteworthy corrosion at piping air-soil [] Yes, [ | No, Comments
interfaces and at pipe supports?

Has the following protective devices Pressure Regulators [ ] Yes, [ ] No, [ ] N/A

been inspected or calibrated in the Control Valves [] Yes, [] No, [ ] N/A

previous 12 months? Pressure Switches [] Yes, [ 1 No, (] N/A[J
Temperature Switches [] Yes, [] No, [_] N/A Level
Gauges, Switches, Alarms [] Yes, []1 No, [] N/A

Are the protective devices adequate [] Yes, [ No, Comments
for the intended function and are

reliable?
Underground []Yes[1No
Sump(s) on site?
MOP Line into Facility: Segment ID:
Line out of Facility: Segment ID:
Pump(s) Pump Number(s): 1: , 2 3 ,
4:
Pump HP:; 1: , 28 , 3 ,4:
Pump Monitoring: [] Continuous Vibration Monitoring,
[] Manual Vibration Monitoring,
[] Seal Leak Detection,
[J Low Suction Shutdown, Low Suction Pressure: psig
Pumps Shut down on | [7] ves, Pressure: psig
high pressure: [ No
Station over-pressure | Tyne of over-pressure protection used:
protection )
Qver-pressure protection set points:
Additional
Information:

EMERGENCY RESPONSE CAPABILITIES:

Response time from Fire Department

Response time from Police/Sheriff

Fire Fighting Equipment available at site:

Spill containment equipment available at site:

Pre-Determined product containment recovery | [] Yes, [] No. If so, where?
sites identified?

Emergency response training such as periodic | [_| Yes, [] No. How often?
emergency drills?

Participation with joint response groups [ Yes, [INo

Additional Information:
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Aboveground Pipe Coating Condition

[ Excellent
[ Very Good
[] Good

] Poor

Underground Pipe Coating Condition

] Excellent
[] Very Good
] Good

[ Poor

(] Unknown

Corrosion Probe(s) Installed

[LIYes[ INo

Corrosion Coupon(s) Installed

[JYes[ ] No

If Corrosion Probes or Coupons exist, have there been any changes from the last facility

evaluation or trends seen from inspection to

inspection; explain:

Cathodic Protection:

Last CP survey:
Last CIS completed:
CP issues needing addressing:

Underground piping:

Buried Flanges: [] Yes [] No [JUnknown
Buried Threaded Connections;
[1Yes [] No [] Unknown

Electrical System:

Any known deficiencies:
Any known Improvements needed:

Communications with Control Center:

Are there any areas needing improvement:

Additional Information:

PREVENTIVE AND MITIGATIVE MEASURES:

Changes made to this facility in the past 12
months that would serve to Prevent or
lessen the likelihood of releases from
happening:

Changes made to the facility in the past 12
months that would Mitigate or lessen the
impact of a release on a High
Consequence Area should there be a
release:

In the opinion of the Area Supervisor, are
the existing Preventive and Mitigative
Measures appropriate and effective for the
threats applicable to the facility and/or in
reducing the consequences of a release?

] Yes, [_] No, Comments

In the opinion of the Area Supervisor, are
the current P&M measures in place
sufficient to protect the impacted HCAs?

] Yes, [] No, Comments

GENERAL:

+ Area Supervisor's recommendation for improvements to Facility Integrity:

e Additional Comments:
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1 PURPOSE

1.1 The purpose of this document is to describe the standardized procedure for
Continual Evaluation of the effectiveness of ongoing management of pipeline
integrity for pipelines and facilities that could affect a High Consequence Area.

2 SCOPE

2.1 This procedure applies to all liquid pipelines owned by CITGO Pipeline Company
or operated by CITGO Pipeline Company that could affect an HCA.

3 RELATED DOCUMENTS

3.1 IMP-PL0001 Integrity Management Plan for DOT Part 195
and Texas Rule 8.101

3.2 IMP-PRO0O009 Preventive and Mitigative Measures Procedure

3.3  IMP-PRO010 Program Evaluation and Continuous Improvement
Procedure

34 IMP-PROO13 Threat Identification and Risk Assessment
Procedure

3.5 IMP-PROO15 Reassessment Interval Procedure

3.6 IMP-SC0002 CITGO Continual Assessment Plan

37 IMP-SC0008 CITGO Terminal Continual Assessment Plan

4 DEFINITIONS

4.1 High Consequence Arca (HCA) — As defined by the Department of
Transportation Section 195.450 and includes impacts to “Commercially

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server, It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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Navigable Waterways,” “High Population Areas,” “Other Population Areas,” and
“Unusually Sensitive Areas” (USA).

4.2 Pipeline Section — Pre-defined portion of a pipeline that can be internally
inspected, from launching device to receiving device (piggable section), or a
portion of a pipeline that can be hydro-tested.

5 RESPONSIBILITIES AND TRAINING

5.1 The Pipeline Integrity Manager and/or Integrity Engineer shall be responsible for
initiating the Continual Evaluation procedure and shall be trained to understand
and apply the directions in this procedure.

5.2 The Continual Evaluation Team members are responsible for preparing for and
attending meetings, gathering and providing requested information, and assuring
that input data is accurate to the best of their knowledge.

This is a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server. It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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6 PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM

Identify Pipelines With Recant
Assessmant and immadiate, G0-day
and 180-Day Repairs Completed

D 2 —

Integrate Now information and
Reassesg Risk (PRC013)

L 2

Preventative and Mitigative Measures,
EFRD Analysis,
Leak Detection Evaluation
(PRO0LY, PROO14, PROQ1E)

¥
Convene Evaluation Team

¥
Evaluate the Following:
=  Baseline & Periodic A it

Results

+  Risk Assessment Results

s Preventative and Mitigative
Measures

« Incident History

+  Reassessment Interval and
Method

Is program
effective and
adequate?

N Recommend additional
actions

Re-Evaluate
priar to next
assassment?

Re-Evaluate After Next le
Assessment

Set Re-Evaluation
Date
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7 PROCEDURE

7.1 Complete Assessment for a Pipeline Scction and Reassess Risk

7.1.1  Identify all pipeline sections that have undergone a recent integrity
assessment and have had all the Immediate, 60-Day and 180-Day repairs

completed.

7.1.2  Follow the process in Threat ldentification and Risk Assessment
Procedure, IMP-PR0013, to integrate new information and reassess risk.

7.2 Complete Preventative and Mitigative Measures Procedure (PR0009), EFRD
Analysis Procedure (PR0014), and Leak Detection Evaluation Procedure

(PRO016)

7.3 Gather Information Needed for Evaluation

7.3.1  For each pipeline section or facility being evaluated, the Integrity
Management group will assemble the following information for use

during the Evaluation Meeting:

. Baseline and Periodic Assessment Results (Summary TLT
Assessment Reports)

. Risk Assessment Results

. Preventative and Mitigative Measures Reports

o EFRD Analysis Results

o Leak Detection Evaluation Results

o IMPACT Action Ttems
. Incident History

. Remediation History
. Reassessment Interval and Method (Continual Assessment Plans)
. Program Evaluation Results (Annual Report)

7.4 Convene Continual Evaluation Team

7.4.1  The Pipeline Integrity Manager convencs a representative committee of
CITGO personnel, herein referenced as the Continual Evaluation Team
(CET). Other personnel cxternal to the company may be included as

This 1s a controlled document. The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server, It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.
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subject matter experts if needed. The following personnel will normally

comprise the CET:

. Pipeline Integrity Manager or designated Committee Chairperson

) Engineer(s) knowledgeable in pipeline operations

) Corrosion Engineer and / or CP Techs

) Pipeline Control Center Manager

) Pipeline Health, Safety, Security, and Environmental
representative(s)

) Pipeline Area Supervisor responsible for pipeline sections being
evaluated

7.4.2

The objective of the CET is to determine if the Integrity Management
program in place for a given line section or facility is effective and
adequate to assure integrity. The CET will review and evaluate the
information specified above in order to make the determination.

7.4.2.1 Indications that the Integrity Program is effective and
adequate include the following:

No recent releases

Effective P&M Measures in place for major threats
Number of anomalies requiring remediation during
assessments trending down

Assessments being completed as scheduled

Risk Assessment results show trend over time toward
decreasing risk.

Internal and external program audits reveal
procedures are adequate
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7.4.2.2 If the CET determines the Integrity Program is not effective

and adequate, the CET will make and document

recommendations for improvement. Recommendations for

improvement may include, but are not limited to, the

following:

. Changes to O&M Manual Procedures

. Changes to Control Center Procedures

. Changes to Emergency Procedures

. Additional assessments or more frequent
reassessments

. New or expanded Preventive and Mitigative
Measures

7.4.3  The CET determines the next evaluation interval. The next evaluation
interval will normally be after the next reassessment and after
implementation of other necessary Integrity Management Procedures as
outlined above. If the CET has determined that the program is not
adequate and effective, a more frequent evaluation interval may be
necessary. In either case, the CET will determine and document the next
evaluation interval.

8 RECORDS

8.1 Continual Evaluation Meeting Notes.
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1.1 The purpose of this document is to describe the standardized procedure in the
Integrity Management Program for determining the reasscssment interval of
pipelines that could affect a High Consequence Area.

2 SCOPE

2.1 This procedure applies to all liquid pipelines owned by CITGO Pipeline Company

or operated by CITGO Pipeline Company that could affect an HCA.

3 RELATED DOCUMENTS

31 IMP-PL0001

32 IMP-PRO0O013

33 IMP-SC0002

34  IMP-SC0008

4 DEFINITIONS

4.1 Half-life — Calculated by determining the time for defects to reach critical severity

Integrity Management Plan for DOT Part 195
and Texas Rule 8.101

Threat Identification and Risk Assessment

Procedure

CITGO Continual Assessment Plan

CITGO Terminal Continual Assessment Plan

level and dividing by two. This becomes the half-life of the anomaly in question

and the longest interval between reassessments.
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4.2 High Consequence Area (HCA) — As defined by the Department of
Transportation Section 195.450 and includes impacts to “Commercially
Navigable Waterways,” “High Population Areas,” “Other Population Areas,” and
“Unusually Sensitive Areas” (USA).

4.3  Pipeline Risk Segment — A portion of a Pipeline Section that intersects an HCA or
could affect a HCA by any of the following methods: (1) Direct intersection with
an HCA or NHD stream, (2) % mile buffer around an HCA for hazardous liquid
lines, (3) 5 mile buffer around an HCA for highly volatile liquid lines, or (4) Land
or water transport of a release to an HCA or NHD stream. A Pipeline Section
may have multiple risk segments

4.4  Pipeline Section — Pre-defined portion of a pipeline that can be internally
inspected, from launching device to receiving device (piggable section), or a
portion of a pipeline that can be hydro-tested.

4.5  PHMSA - Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
5 RESPONSIBILITIES AND TRAINING

5.1  The Pipeline Integrity Manager and/or Integrity Engineer shall be responsible for

reassessment interval determination and shall be trained to understand and apply
the directions in this procedure.

52 The Integrity Engineer is responsible for making any necessary half-life
calculations, documenting the results and recommending a reassessment interval
and method.

This is a controlled document, The current revision of this document is located on CITGO Petroleum’s network
server. It is the responsibility of the user to verify that their copy is of the latest revision.




CITGO Pipeline Integrity

. Management Plan
Pipeline Company 9
REASSESSMENT INTERVAL

PROCEDURE CITGO

Doc #: IMP-PR0O015 Revision: 2 Page 3 of 9

6 PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM

IDENTIFY PIPELINES WITH RECENT |

ASSESSMENT AND IMMEDIATE, 80-DAY,
AND 180-DAY REPAIRS COMPLETED

ANALYZE SIZE AND GROWTH RATE OF ANY
REMAINING METAL LOSS OR CRACK-LIKE
ANOMALIES

X

A

DETERMINE HALF-LIFE OF LARGEST
REMAINING ANOMALY

& THE HALF LIFE GREATER THAN ™ .
~_ YEARS? —~"NO

—-———m PERFORM ADDITIONAL REPAIRS

INTEGRATE NEW INFORMATION AND
REASSESS RISK (IMP-PR0013)

REVIEW IMP-PR0013 RESULTS TO
DETERMINE MAJOR THREATS AND RISK
DRIV_ERS

h 4

SELECT ASSESSMENT INTERVAL AND
METHOD

o~
/ \
GREASSESSMENT YES NOTIFY PHMSA
INTERVAL > 5 YEARS? |
-~
( |
3
|

NO

DOCUMENT RESULTS
(SUMMARY ASSESSMENT
REPORT) AND UPDATE i
CONTINUAL ASSESSMENT R
PLAN

—

/
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7 PROCEDURE

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Complete Repairs From Previous Integrity Assessment

7.1.1

This process will be implemented after all the IM required Immediate,
60-Day and 180-Day repairs are completed from an integrity assessment.

Analyze Size and Growth Rate of any Remaining Metal Loss or Crack-like
Anomalies.

7.2.1

7.2.2

The Integrity Engineer and / or the Corrosion Engineer will review the
results of the most recent integrity assessment to determine which un-
repaired metal loss or crack-like anomalies represent the biggest threat to
the integrity of the pipe (deepest reported depth or lowest calculated
burst pressure).

The Integrity Engineer and / or the Corrosion Engineer will determine
the estimated growth rate (corrosion or fatigue, as applicable) of the
anomalies identified above using accepted, industry standard practices.

Determine Half-Life of Largest Remaining Anomalies

7.3.1

732

To determine a safe re-assessment interval, the time for the remaining
worst case (minimum time to failure) metal loss or crack-like anomalies
to grow until the calculated failure (burst) pressure is equal to the
Maximum Operating Pressure of the pipeline section, or until the
estimated depth of a metal loss anomaly i1s 80%, whichever is less, will
be divided by a factor of 2.

The interval calculated above becomes the half life of the anomalies and
the maximum re-assessment interval.

Is the Half-Life Greater than Five Years?

7.4.1

If yes, the half-life of any remaining anomalies is greater than five years,
continue to the next step to Select Assessment Interval and Method.
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7.4.2

If no, the half-life of any remaining anomalies is less than five years, the

Integrity Engineer will recommend one of the following:

e Recommend additional repairs until the calculated re-assessment
interval of any remaining anomalies is equal to or greater than 5
years, or;

* Recommend a re-assessment interval shorter than 5 years. (Only in
unusual circumstances would this be the preferred option)

7.5 Select Assessment Interval and Method

7.5.1

7.5.2

7.5.3

7.5.4

7.5.5

CITGQ bases ment interval on the risk the line pipe poses to

HCASs. Procedure PR-0013 Threat Identification and Risk Assessment
addresses the factors requi 49 CFR 195.452(3}3).

The Integrity Engineer and/or the Integrity Manager will review the
results of procedure PR-0013 Threat Identification and Risk Assessment
to determine the major threats and risk drivers to assist in determining
the assessment interval and method. The assessment method and interval
will be based on the threats that are applicable to the risk segments
within a pipeline section.

Unless a more frequent assessment interval has been recommended as
art of the Preventive and Mitigative Measures analysis (PR-0009) or.as

interval will be determined as indicated below

External or Internal Corrosion - Maximum interval will be 5 years (not
to exceed 68 months) from last assessment, unless a longer interval has
been approved by PHMSA for the section. Assessment method will be
one of the following:

¢ In-Line Tnspection
e Pressure Test
e Other Technology if approved by PHMSA for the section.

Stress Corrosion Cracking

7.5.5.1 Inspection Activities or Assessment Interval: If conditions for
SCC are present (i.e., meets criteria), a written plan for the
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affected segment shall be prepared by the Corrosion
Engineer.

7552 Inspection or Assessment Method: Will be addressed in the
written plan for the affected segment.

7.5.6  Manufacturing Defects (Seam)

7.5.6.1 If a pipeline segment is at risk for seam related pressure
cycle fatigue, the maximum interval will be 5 years (not to

exceed 68 months) from last assessment, unless a longer
interval has been approved by PHMSA for the section.

Assessment method will be one of the following:

In-Line Inspection (Crack Tool)

Pressure Test

Other Technology if approved by PHMSA for the
section.

7.5.7  Manufacturing Defects (Pipe body)
7.5.7.1 Periodic assessment is not required.

7.5.7.2 When raising the MOP or if other conditions warrant, a
hydrostatic test will be the assessment method.

7.5.8  Construction Errors (Pipe Girth Weld, Wrinkle Bend or Buckle, Stripped
Threads/Broken Pipe/Coupling)

7.5.8.1 Periodic assessment is not required.

7.5.8.2 Inspections and Preventative Measures are required to address
this threat. For example, excavation protocols to ensure that
pipe is not moved or that girth weld reinforcement is applied
whenever acetylene welds are exposed.

7.5.9  Equipment (Gaskets and O-Ring, Control/Relief, Seal/Packing)

7.5.9.1 Periodic assessment is not required.
7.59.2 Inspections for this threat are conducted per the requirements
of the O&M procedures.
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7.5.10  Third Party Damage (TPD)
7.5.10.1

7.5.11

7.5.12

7.5.13

concern, Unless a risk assessment indicates that a shorter

be 5 years (not to exceed 68 months) from last assessment,
unless a longer interval has been approved by PHMSA for the
section,

7.5.10.2  Assessment method will be one of the following:

¢ In-Line Inspection
e Pressure Test
e Other Technology if approved by PHMSA for the

section.

Incorrect Operations

7.5.11.1  Tf the data shows that operation and maintenance are
performed in accordance with procedures, the procedures are
correct, and operating personnel are adequately qualified to
fulfill the requirements of the procedure, no additional
assessment is required.

7.5.11.2  Procedure audits or reviews are conducted periodically by
company personnel and/or third-party experts.

Outside Forces (Earth Movement, Heavy Rains/Floods, Cold Weather,
Lightning)

7.5.12.1  Inspections for this threat are conducted per the requirements
of the O&M procedures.

Changes to the segment may drive re-assessment if the changes affect
pipeline integrity. If no changes are experienced, re-assessment is not
required.

7.6 Reassessment Intervals Greater Than 5 Years
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7.6.1  Atthis time, CITGO plans to perform all intcgrity assessments at a
maximum five (5) years (not to exceed 68 months) interval.

7.6.2  If CITGO plans to exceed the nominal 5 year re-assessment interval, the
Pipeline Integrity Manager will submit notification to PHMSA for a
longer assessment interval at least 270 days before the re-assessment is
due. Notification will include sufficient documentation to technically
Justify the analyses and decisions leading to a request for extension.

7.7  Issues Affecting Schedule

7.7.1  CITGO actively addresses 1ssues that could adversely impact meeting
assessment schedules. Assessment dates shall be selected based on the
associated risk for the pipeline section (with the highest risk sections
receiving the priority in scheduling of dates). Some of the issues that
might impact schedules are:

o Woeather factors; particularly cold weather in northern climates and
heavy rains/flooding conditions in southern climates

e Change in operations or shipping schedules

e Preparation of lines to accept in-line tools

o Vendor/contractor availability

7.8 Document Results

7.8.1  Update the applicable Continual Assessment Plan with the new
assessment intervals.

7.8.2

7.8.3  Maintain results of half life calculations in IMP files until next
assessment is complete.
8 RECORDS

8.1 IMP-SC0002 CITGO Continual Assessment Plan
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8.2 IMP-SC0004 West Shore Continual Assessment Plan
8.3 IMP-SCO0008 CITGO Terminal Continual Assessment Plan

8.4 Half life calculation records

8.5 Summary 111 Agsessment Report
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